
4 4

uJ

11111a=

118,
ti

MICROCOPY RESOLUTION TEST CHART
NATIONAL BUREAU OF STANDARDS

STANDARD REFERENCE MATERIAL iOida
(ANSI and ISO TEST CHART No 2)



0.

a.

ED 247 asp

AUTHOR ,

TITLE

4 51

.74

DOCUMENT RESUME.' °

p

5

15.

* litt . . --

. E 017 543

Lavin,--David E.; And Others 4
. . .

Long Term Graduation Rates
.

of Students at The CitY%
. .. .University of New York, .

.
,

INSTITUTION° . City Univ. of New York Ny 'Office.q f Institutional(
1-1

'Okesearch and AnalsWs. .'"

PUB DATE ;J. Mai 84
.NOTE . 28p. . .

AVAILABLE FROM City University.of ge4 York, Offices-of InStitutiftnal
Re#earch and Analy,sis, 535 East.80th Street, Nest
Yo M, NY 10021. , .

1 -

PUB TYPE , Reportss-akesearch/Technical (143). ,,

.

EDW .PRICE MF01/PCO2 Plus .1 ,

dDESCRIPTORS *Academic Persis tence; Associate Degrees; Bachelors
Degreep; Black. Students; *College Admission;. College
GradUates; Comparative Analysis; Ethnic 'Groups; .

*Graduation; Highee Education; Hispanic Americans;
Longitudinal Studie's; *.Ninority Groups; *Open
Evollment; Public Education; Two Year Colleges;
.*Urban Uiversities;. White Students

IDENTIFIERS *City -University 'of New. York

ABSTRACT
4 The graduation rates' of students admitted to the City
:University of New York (cupyl, byoopen'admissions was studied as ,an
extension:of,prevlous research. A sample of the initial freshman- .
classes of 1970 =and 1471 were.tracked over a period of 11 years. A
total oP4,705 open admissions students were compared to 8,084
regularly-admitted students. Since CUNY's policy was designed to
expand' educational opportunity for-disadvantaged minority groups,
data were also assessed,for four major ethnic constituencies that
compOse,the majority of CUNY's entering classes. .Graduation data
were compared' for Fhite.Ohnic\groups (Jcwish and White Catholic) apd
minority'grou0s. (Black and Hispanic). Data are presented separately
for:CUNY's four- and-two7year colleges. It was found that inthe
senior colleges, 3.4 percent of regularly- admitted students'graduated
after 4 years, and 62 percent needed 5 re or longer.,Among open
admissions students, only 16'percent eaed diplomas After 4 years"
but after 14. years 43 percent graduateF1:4in the two-year community
col4eges, 45 percent of regular students and-28 percent open
admissions, students completed their community college udies after
11'yeais. Additional tiMe(to graduate appeared especia ly important,.

Iti.

for CUNY's minority ptuddnts. (SW) ' %

5'

. at

55

********************.*********!*******ffi*******,#************************

* Reproductions supplied by EDRS are the best that can be made_ *
* . from the original document. . k

r******************************a************* **************************

4 as



"r i7.44rszrZ,.

-"-

,s'a, arte,t,

, rt+7,

v.

- tr.,k,* ,t:
" ,/

.

/ 64:2,
'I to

,!. k1Ft

a -r
1

<0.

V.`

pri47.e"
<

to

: ' --;!:417: * k)c ,

.."1*
:: 11c; 'A-:4 v. t

tah a

31'

I

<4i, 43.f

VA OIEFAVAUFa OF SOMA
4 NATIONAL INSTITUTE OF EDUCATION'it /

EDUCATIONAL RESOURCES INFORMATION-:),/
i CENTER (ERIC) ii,

/ -1 is dstrcument has been rekoduced is
1 receiver (10111 the person or alteration_,!' I originatinvt . .-: t'' II Minor changes have been made to improve;t1, ;reproduction quality

, Points of view or opinion, stated in this docu
.11 r nent do hOt necessarily

represent Oberst NIE
position or policy

.11.

, side,.,,

I
f PtnMISSION TO REPFIbDUCE THIS..)

" MATERIAL HAS BEEN PANTED BY

I V

A

A.;

k

TO THE RESOURCES e, '
INFORMATION CENTER*(ERIC)."

si0,1034Aft

,.1,`

V '

tern.t r.
Agrailiu

4, 6

"\wzy.--

0

It,

'a<



,

r,
.

1

# r A

.

A 4
6 _

9 .
41 s

4. t
.... fa't

. :'

,

.
..

. ... .

THE CITY. UNIVERSITY OF .NEW.ypRK :
,

4%. "

'

i
14# i i 9

BOARD Of :
b

. 8

.
IF

.

' 0.
t TRUSTEES James P.

MurRhy

Chairperson.t ,. . . (4

I ,Edleth, t3.... -Everett, Vice Chairperson .
. i

.. 4..

4 .
i , e ., .

. a a, ; a
Paul P.' f3,aard .

9 ,. ,

.
Blande Bernstein ' ,o

, c.. ,
I ' SylVia Illbom

: fairies Cavanagh, .... . . N.
i .

J Louis Cenei . 4
A

g I
a z

-.,
a.' . if Armand CrAngelb 1

.
, e

Judah Gribtez . .

drold M..,JaCobs . ,

, .. .

. I les Kolodny .1. . ,:. ..
. I.

''

.
.

41.

.

f

.
.

.

t

"

J
.

.

.,_.

.

e

. .
./

44,

Melvin E. Loive
L.

(Chairperson; Univirsiti Student Senate)
\ rt

. .

. '. ft, . ,,..1

.1 . ROb.. Polk - I . ,, ..
.. e ' i

. , 1 Joaquin Rivera . ,
.. .1 .

. \ ret. Titone . .
r

' He Wasser (Chairpirson, University Faculty Spnate)
. .

4 Brcida F.$ White
:' !# I ` .

1
\ I ' c *

.
I Josephl. MUrphy,'ChanCellor.

o

15 %

'
. . ,, ,

1

. JHE COLLEGES. Baruc 9)11ege-Aol Segall, President
. Bofouiff of Manhattan Community C,011ege=Joshua L. Smith, Pretraent, ,

: Bronx Corrimkiity IleteRoscoet. Brown, Jr., President . .
# .

.. . ,-. ..
Brooklynvplieg Robert L. Hess, President,

City Ccillege7 eroard Hirleston, President
16

. , I

City University Sc :vol ;of Queens CollegeChaifes R. Halpem,'Deah. ,

Graduate School and University CenterHarold M. etishansky, President ,

? Hostos Corhirnunity College' 41ora'Manctiso:Edwards. President
..-

Hunter College"-Donna.E.' Shalala, 'President , , . t

S.

a

.4 . .

.1

4

1 Mediar Evers College -Jay Carrington Chtinn,11,:President
Mount Sinai School.of Medielnelaffiliated)James,F. Gleni;, President
New York City Technical CollegeUrsula C. SChwerin, President,

o

Queens College Saul B. Cohen; President . e ,
Queensborough CominunityColtegeKurt R. Schmeller, President,

The'Coliege.of Staten Islarid.:-Edmond EeVolpec President

John Jay College of Criminal Justice =-Gerald O.' Lynch, President ,
Kiligsborough Cdmmurlity collegeLeon M. Goldstein, President'
LaGuardia.Carmilunity College Joseph Shenker, President
Lehmat tollege-LLtonard. Lief, President :

York College Milton G. Bassin, ?resident .
.

. I ,. , .
. .

-.. . 4

- t
.

tt

.

e t



d

II

r

I.

4

.
*

.4

0

0.

16

;sr

.

49

0
. . .

.1.,

r

1

.

0

0

7.

.,f,

Ir 4.
I

. #

/1'1

O

v

;

, .

4.:1

I

.11

1.

4

.

°

LONG TERM GRADUATION RATEA_OFoSTUDENTS AT
Hg CITY UN1VERSITYOF NEW YORK

.*

a

a h.
F

David E. Lavin.
Department of SOciolog

Lehman College:and,The.Graduate ool

. --
,,, 'James Murtha k

.

,,

'Barry lauftan .. .

..,

Offide 'of InStitutional Research and Analysis
. 4 1

. '

4

I

C.,

o

.

.0

I

0

0.

I.

./.44%

4

. 1

4

.0

-

0

t

I 1
'

T

e

4

.4

16,

I.

' 11

.9

4. 4

/

0

0

4.

.

1".

0

I
t

The City Uiiversity of Nei; York .

face of'Institutional Research and-Analysis
I .

s .
March 1984.

4'

it

a.



r

I

A

Iv le

0

0.

.

INTRODUCTVIN* s

I ,
I

A

s 0 I
(

If

41
I I 0

Important eductional ingovatiOns are often judged harshllif /

.

o
A

'.1

.

they fail' to produce results. Within.a set time:. Sdbh was the '

O

D

.

cage with the early reports of failure in the Headstart program:.

.However,' when youngsters were tracked...aver-a-period pf several s

. years, signiticant long termbenefits were' 'identified. imilar '

sftuation has develdped in higher edutation where a.tiaditi nal

'success, the four- or five -year graduation rate may
. ,

.

out of line with reality to the-point where it

measure of

4,

°

. have moved
1

seriously undereStNites institutional as well as individual
.61

-regults..

Recent.

perhaps

O

a.
. S .

p
. .

events have alterdg the demographics of higher education,
.

. ,

making conventibnal expetationp' inappropriate. Durihil ..
, b-

the late l9 Os, and throughout most of the 1970s, barriers to

college'admission fell Iliroughout the country. At the same time,
°

the percentage of tudents/Completing thgir degrees within.fbuk

or five years also fell (gee Ramist, 1981:3). Such results of

expanded educational 4portunity are problematic because, while a

college diploma doeF not sioify all'of the benefits of a college

education, graduation is ofteri viewed by collveg, students, and
a

the public as the bottom line of educational accounting.

14 IP

*
0-

*This research wac supported in part by'a grant from .The Spencer
Foundation. We are indebted to William Protash, Fran,Barrett,
and Carla MCGowan for their work in 'constructing a file that
made possible the data analyses presented in this study. O
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.Today, given the changes in student dharagteristics, adding ue .

. .0
6 0 '

k

the ledger after _four or%fivdWears .diight'present.a distorted

picture of the graduation reality. Moreover, thitshor term
Sr 0

.

6,

measure or educational rektilts is most rigorously applied to ,7 ';' ,

. . % ' 0 .
' '

a 60

puillicinstiiutions, since their places them undei..Close' .7'.:.
.

* ..
.

..,. .
. ...

. scrut*fiviof'state and local.budget'officials, legi,slAtoeh,, and
.

. tT . 1, . / '
6 6

0

. taxpayer's . , Ironically, it is public' institlitions , for *whop the . 11 ,

,

..., .

0... . A *.

short: term. view may be mos gOen the high iUibers,
. .

. , -
.

.pf disadvantaged students they 'admit.;. It is those who lASIP .,

. . . ..
.

.

, .

college with academia deficiencied and'sharply`limited ecOnomic...
. 1

%resources who 'are 'most likely.to.reiquiireelouger thin. the
C a

tractional time period td finish, a degree`. As .a cOnsequehce, '

official statistics ,,such. those on cohort'suivival.colleeted
I

add reported. by :New Yqrk State, and financial aid programs such

N

.

. 7i . .

...

as the New York State VION4ori. AasiStance Program which:'contain . . .
,

..-.

, , ';.! . ,

) . five-year cutoffs as the outside limit for ultimate graduation.
, .

,. ft 4
. /Y II

A , .
ro .

may well' penalize bbth open-adcess'institutions and' the student's
, .

.; ..
, ,4 I ;4

o a) a

they If the academic careers of todayes'undergraduates. I.:

e °

are frequently extended beyond conventionally defined limits,

;this would conhtitute an-unarticulated national. issue equiring

theattention of policy-makers co(cernedDWith educational

opportunity.

'The issues we' have "raised axe especially pertinent to the -

p-,
.1

nation'sNrban public colleges' universitiev, since they are'

.
e I.

the ones that serve the largest proportions of ,economically and
r

A'

.educationally disadvantaged students. 'Perhaps the most important'

1.:
114

.
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case 14oint isigthe City University of New York (CUNY) whigivp
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. a d

. 0 . . .

inAiated%its cahtroversial'Open.admissions.dpolicy in fall 1970.
. ,. . . 4

.. g

.

. Q L4 "A. J ,

a

,a

;

50

a

, . .

To many within.thetniversity and on the outside, the prospects

seemed dim that the deluge of'openuadmissions students'Would

iesillt 'in Anything more than a .trickle' of 'graduates, This view

,
'was 'based on skepticism that 'argent numilers of studenti, under-

* .

T ,

.

.

I.

prepared "by traditional pollege.entrance.criteria, could sucgeed .

.

in. collegq level work. ,-.0n the othef hand,' some anticipated that'

00

.

..an open-admissions policy would seriously compromise standards-- 4

that underlying-a patina of apparent acadepic suca,e0:of the' new

'students to CUNY would be.a sekiousfteterioratian-of academia,
. ,

riqor./,It was feared that in its effo4 to equalize, not only

educational, opportunity but also.educationaa results, CUNY would

-- lapse into "sbciuf promotion" (allowing students 'tolprogress

through'` the,` even though they were not academically ,: 11'

..prepared), a, charge that bad often been leveled at New York's
0

primary and secondary scho,9143:. These contrasting expecta-

.tiont-between,those who saw open admissidhs students as destined.

to
4

fail and those who anticipated that their academic success

would" signal be erosion of academic standards--seemed
.

-

irreconcilable,.

S. .
. y

) . . .
.

-, - .
Earlier data Analyses, covering the first.fiVe years of open

,
,

ei

t ,

a

admisgions, helped to clarify whether either view reflected the

realities of CUNY. These analy'ses were. presented in a voluMe

Amblished in 1981, Right Arsus Privilege: The Open

. .

Admissions' Experiment'at the City, Universitz_of New York

.p
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(co-authored by pavid E. Lavin, Richard D. Alba, and _Richard A:

(
.

.
Silberstei\ n).: They showed-that graduation,rates for open-

, .

,,.

. . .

.
.

O

'admissiops students were .substantially lower than,for regular ,

. .

' 'students; i.e., the ones who would have qualified for entry.t0
. ff.

*
'9%

cUNY even under the rigorous admissions' standardi in force at the ;
,,-

..
.

.University during the%196bs. Indeed, over the, firqt five,years

A o

CUNY was unique 'in some ways, One was the length ofo time

of thp open-access policy, 'not even a third of the Open- ,'
/ 4

.

admissions s ens earne a diploma. oneiontudtd- dipl Ntheless the -
. )

.

. ..
1, .

.-

graduation rates of these students compared' favorably)gith

national rates for studentd with comparable high school records.
1

In short,'the analyses suggested that neither the view of
,

open-admissions students as destined to failure, .11A'5: the view of ,

the. U4versity as turning' into to 'diploma mill. fitted the
°

.
realities of CUNY in the early. years' of the open admissions

policy.

4

While these calamities did nbt occur, the graduation 'story at

4

So

required to graduate: The Lavin, Alba, andSilberstein volume
,

ic

showed that relatively few CUNY.students graduated "on time. "' in

its' four -year or sbnior .colleges a third of regulargradUates.ind.
..

fully half of the'open admissions tontingent needed five years to .

coMplete their degrees. In the.cOmmunitir colleges, on time .

,

graduation ratta. were exceedingly low. Most of the graduates'

received their degrees three, 'four, and even five years after

entry.
,\ a

r

*
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.-This.extendeds time to gradUation ma have.` peen accentuated by

open acialissivIS4 but i;-was not attributable solelY to4that
.

policy . kndeed, a CUNY study: done in 'the 1960s.. (Max, 1968)
. .

/7
koqusin4on an icade strong sample,sfouna,that after four

r.

0

V

years the senior-college graduation .rate was less than 50 per-
. .

centHowever, over .70 percent 'graduated after seven years: `And,
.

. .

a recent survey (Murtha, Protash, and Kaufman,'19.83). showed.thwe
.

over half of baccklaureate graddates and three fourths of>
, .

PthsoCiatp degree holders required morezthan the traditional time
, .

. . .

to complete their studies. That CUNY students require longer
, . ,

. , . . 1

'than usual to graduate results from several procespes. Fir&ti.
.4

. .

k" 1
.

stopping.out .(interruPted college' attendance) has.been a common
. .4> t

occurrence at CUNY for the last twentyyears. Students ha+

often take a,iemester or two dut off school' to earn.monei to
.

1 1
support college and related expenses. Others have -had to work

all the. way through colleg4aAnd.thuS.sake'fewer courses each

. semester. And since open admissions began:, many students were

required to register fop remedial coursp offering little or no

'

t

/ .

.credit. . All of:these factors would be expected todelay the time.

of graduation, after open .admissions when more ..
.

,

students needed to. work and entered college with - deficiencies in.

their academic preparktion.
. ,

r

va.

EXTENSION OF THE GRADUATION DATA

-Recqntly we have been ableto extend the'findin4s from the

studies (Lavin,-et. al..., 1981) of the initial freshman claspes
, .

,- ..
. .

f (.

9:. % .
t-1
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that'ent'ered CUNY after' open admissions began. Those earlier
. ,

.

studieS had presented graduatiop rates covering 5 years for the
.

19.,10 entrants and 4 years for the 1971 freshmpn. -Our.new ..
.,..,,,.

...i' i analyses track a. large sample of the two cohorts over eperiod
. ,.. .

.

..

of eleven years.
1 The data hre\organized. in several ways.

,)- .-

First, we have compared open admisslons students with so-called
.

#

. regular student who di( not neeiVithe pcilicyoft.open admissions
. 1

.v
-

'to qualify for acceptance.
2 .Idasmuch'as 9UNY's policy was , :.

.

'designed to expadd educational opportunity fordisadvantaged . A1/4%

,

minority greups, we also re s'ent data for fouP, major ethnic

constituencies that comprise the bulk of CUNY's entering classes.

The pertinent ethnic categories consist of Jewish,'white
(

Catholic', Black, andAHispanic students. Data are-presented

. separately for 0M's four- prid two-year colleges.
a°

RESULTS

The new data reveal dramatically that the,progresS of CUNY

students 'toward graduation can extend over many years and thus,..,

that the story:of.CUNY's open-access policy requires a long time

in the telling. In the CUNY senior colleges Table 1 (see also

Figure 1) shows that 34 percent of ,regular students graduated

a ter four years, another 19 percent graduated,after five years,

an an additional 9 percent took more than five years to earn

,their bachelor's degrees, producing a total graduation rate of

62 percent. Among open admissions students , only 16 percent

earned diplomas after four years, but another 16 percent
°

10



#

7

-7-

4.1

IA L.

,

Source: Sample data

0

TABLE 1

GRADUATION RATES THROUGH 11 YEARS
For 1970 AND 1971 COHORTS:

SENIOR COLLEGES

(N78084)

Open Admissions.
Students

.After After After_.

On 5 7 t /9

Admissions Status Time Years Years Years

R9gular Students 34 53 60 62.

16 32 40.' 4t2

(N=4705)

After
11

Years

43

4 tt

.Results for the 1,90and 1971 cohorts have been aggregated.

Regular students are those with high school averages of 80 or higher.

Open a moons students are those with high school 4weliges of less

than 80.

I

J
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,Figure 1
On Time And Long Term Graduation Rates
By Admission Status And College Level:

1970 And 1971 Cohorts
'

20

Senior
12 Regular Admissions

SH Table I and 2 for exptcnatory notes.

Senior
Open Admissions

Community
. Regular Admissions

Community
Open Admissions 13



. , t

s

C i I , le 0
.

. % -9..
. .

,

. .. ,

yearsgraduated afterafter five,e. After .elevev'ears.-ad.additional.

11 percent,hfd graduated, resulting in a/LJtal gradvat'ln 7,,t- of

.
A3 percent. 'Looked at another way, 45'percent of all regular ,

,

graduates needed more than five years to graduate,* while among

the open admissions graduates more than 25 Percent needed more

than fire years to finish.- This suggests.thatadditional time

is more important for the open admissions students. To

illustrate this we have calLlated the ratio.of graduatidn rates

foropen admissions students -to the rates for regular students..4

-The latter were 2.1 times' as likely as open admissions students
A

to be on time graduates. Aftgr five years the rate for regulars

was only 1.7 times that of open admissions students,.and after'

eleven years, ;the ratio had dropped to 1.4. In short, oyer,time

there was a narrowing of the disparity in graduation rates'

between the two categories'of students.

A

f In the tmo-year community colleges, it is also clear thatoan

extended time perspective is critically important for an accurate

assessment of the graduation picture.' As Table shows (see

Figure 1 also), on time graduation rates were exceedingly low:

0 only 12 percent of regular students' and but 3 percent of the

open admissions contingerit earned dqgtees aYter two years. 5 An ,

additional year-4)saw more than a doubling -of Eheraba for regularr ,

students (rap 12 to 29 percent). , For open admissions students t

an ektra year led to almoit a fourfold increase (from 3 to 11

percent). An additional two years saw a further jump'in the

rates so that after, 5 years 43.percent of regular students and

e 1 4
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.410*
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TABLE 2

p,

GRADUATION RATES THROUGH 11 FEARS

FOR 100 AND 1971 COHORTS: a (:,

COMMUNITY COLLEGES

On

Admissions Status Time

Regular Studensb 12

(N= 2725).

t.

After
3

'Yeart

After
5

Years

After
7

Years

. -

Open Admissionsc
Students 3 11 25 27 27

(N=4668)

29 .43

o A

After After
9 -1.1'''

Years Years

44 45 45

28

Source: Sample data

aResults'for the 1970 and 1971 cohorts have been aggregated.

bRegular students are those wii5 high school averages of 7.5 or higher.

cOpen admissions students are thos..ecii_t_th_44h school averages of less

than 75.

.

4.

22



444r
...

P, 0 I

"
;

,ale-

r'

. , 1,

25 percent 'of the open admissions.grouP had received their
.

ki .. /
4ssbci,ate'clegree. While' aleveling off occurred after. 4thfis to nee,

. .. , -
, , .

. e. . r

students Continued to graduate: after eleven years,' 45 percent.

.1

of regulars and l8 percent oftheopen,edmissions..students

cO mpleted their community college studies.

1

. .
' 0 .

,. . . ,
. .

Relative to the senior colleges, there was, in the,two-year
. .. .

. .
. ,

.

schools an even more dramatic' narrowing over time of the gap in
. . , .

. graduation ratios between dioen admissionsAtude4ssand theW

.regular clasmates. The latter were :four times. more likely to

graduate on time; Eater three years they-were 2.6 timed as likely

to graduate, ind.the gap the two groups narrowed to.1.6'

after seven years. . More than, 60 percent.of the -open admissions
4'

graduates needed' more than three'yeatd to- earwtheit degrees,

compared with about 35 percent.of regUlat studentd. That

'open admissi6ns students continued' to- graduate in such
a

substantial' proportions even four or.more Yeats after community

co,Llege entry appeaks quite remarkable, given n-the conventional

wisdor-ebout the.typical'length of time to earn a degree in a

two-year institution.

One of the most important aims of the open admissions policy was

to equalize educationaloylppokunity for yoUth in New York City's

minority communities. The entry of these students increased

strikingly as a result of open-admissin. But relatiVe to

whites, minority students came to'CUNY with severe,handicaps'of

economic status and academic preparation. As.one might expect
-

V
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4giVen these'inequitiest.white .gro4s in CUNY's senior colleges .

. .,
. % A,' g 4

%

were more likely ,to earn a' B.A. degree than were minorities. The
. ,

Jive 'year* graduation ..rates for CUNY's: white ethnics, Jewish and

Catholic students, were higher in every case than for its
4

minority students, Blacks anaqiispanicS (Table 3; See also
, .

. .

't Figure 2).4. To

stUdents, y1ews

cite the widest

had a five year

differenceS among regular,

graduation rate of 58 percent,.
.

.

compared with'35 percent among Hispanics. Among Jewish

open-admissions'ptadents, the five-year rate.wds-37 percent,

compared with,21 percent among Hispanics. But consideration of d

.% longer timetperiod reveals an important story about group

,'differences' in graduation rates. Among senior college tegular

graduates, 13.percent of Jews and 15 percent o,f.Catholics needed

more.than five years to coMplete their degrees. The comparable-
.

figures for minorities Wer 24 percent for Blacks and 27 percept

for Hispanics. For open admissions graduates 23 percent of Jews
,

and Catholics took more than five years to finish. Larger

proportions of minority graduates needed addaiolial time: 35

percent .of Blacks and 32 percent of HispaniCs graduated more than

5 years aftpr entry.

In short, additional time appearS to be.especially'important for

GUNY's minority students.' As a result, initial ethnic '

.differences in gradqation rates at the end of five years are

;`Substantially reduced, and in some cases even eliminated after

eleven years.: For example%' Catholic open admissions and regular

students had higher five year graduation rates than their Black

17
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TABLE ,3

.

GRADUATION RATES THROUGH ELEVEN YEARS
BY ETHNICITY ANp ADMISSIONS STATUS:

1970 AND 1971 COHORTS: SENIOR COLLEGESa

Regular Students: It

On r
Time

After

Years

After
7

Years

ATA.49

Years

After
11

Years

Awish (N=3462) 40 66 67 67.

Catholic (N=2887)d 35 50 56 57 59

Black (N=202) . 32 45 53 : 56 : 59

Hispanic =389) 19 35 46 '47 48

N
Open Admissions s.

I
Students:b

Jewish (N=1394) 22 37 46 48 - 48

Catholic (N=1651) d. 19 31 38 "39 , 40

Black (N=552) 17 26 35 38 .e 40

Hispanic (N=3935 15 "21 .28 .29, 1 31

Source: Sample data

cOpen admissions students are those with high school averagesbf less
than 80.

dThe term "Catholic" refers to-non7HisRaqac

18
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-Figure 2

On TiOie An y Lo.ng Term Graduation Ratis By ,Ethnicity
And Admiseioni Status: 1970 And 1971°Cotiortsi

Senior Colleces1=
'

o r

a

A C

.

On Time
"----

Long Term

.-

10

Jewish v Catholic Black
Regular Admissions

Sae Tabla 3 for explanatory notes. a
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counterparts. But Blacks continued to graduate at a greater rate

4. than Catholics so that after eleven' years Blacks and Catholics

had identical rates
. .

of graduatioZ , -
,

.

Even in the community colleges minority graduotes were

disproportionately likely -to earn degrees, more'than..5 years after-
.

''entry. Calculations we have made from Tkble 4 (see also,
- A

Figurei3) indicate, for example, that among regular Jewish and

Catholic graduates, 4 ercent needed more than five years to earn

their AssociAe degrees,'\,while the comparable -minority figures.

are 10 percent for Blacks and 8 percent for Hispanics. Among the

open admissions grpup, 11 'percent of Black graduates needed more .

than five years to complete their degrees, akmost twice as gieat

as the figure for Jewish graduates (9 Percent).
o

CONCLUSION

b

V

It has been the conventional6wisdom at CUNY that many students

require more than th, traditional time span to earn.a degree,

But that wisdom also has assumed that after five years,,

additianal time sees few additional graduates. The data we have

presented challenge that view. Substantial numbers of students

continue to graduate-after six, - seven -or moreiears. This is

especially true for opeh admissidnsj4tudents and for minorities.

Indeed, these findingstreVeal a remarkable degree of persistence

v on the part of disadvantaged students
if
in both senior and

. ..

community colleges. 'These extended amounts of time, to graduation

21
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TABLE 4 ,$)

GRADUATION RATES'THROUGH ELEVEN YEARS BY 4

'ETHNICITY AND ADMISSIONS STATUS:
1970 AND 1971 COHORTS:. COMMUNITY COLLEGESa

On
...I Time

1 4

After

3
Year

o
.

After After
5 " 7 .

Years Years
( _ Alli

Regular Students:b ,,r(
.

.
,

.

Jewish (N=316) 14
,
34 47 48

Catholic (N=1245)d ] 32 '46 47

BlaCk (N=351). 8. 26 . 35' " 37
Hispanic (N4346 9' 20 34 .: . 35

-
Open Admissions
Students :c

Jethsh (NT726) 13 30 31

CatKlic (N=14495d 3 12 26 .27
Bla;k (N=1023) 1 8 20 22'

Hispanic (N=555) 3 11 . 21 , 23

vi

)

p

After After
9 11

.Years ' Years
0

J
4

°.

48 49

48 48

38 39 $

37 37

32 . 33

28 28

23 24

23 24

Source: Sample data

4'41.

aResults for 1970 and 1971. -cohorts have been aggregated.
1,

bRegular students are thdse. with high school'averages of 75 or higher,
0 . I

cOpen Admissions students are thosewith high school averages of less
/ehan 5.

dThe term "Catholjc" refers to non-Hispanic' Catholics.
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Figure 3

!me And Long Term Graduation Rates By Ettiiiicity,.
And Admissions Status: 1970 And 1971 Cohorts,

Community Colleges

4
1

'4-

LJ On Time

Long Term
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0
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See Table 4 for explanatory notes.
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are, yet another indication of the handicaps which burden CUNY

students who come from poverty backgrounds and with deficient

high school preparation. Nonetheless, when viewed within the,

' time frame of a decade, the findingd also reveal thaji-CUNY's .

olicyOf open-access ha roduced far-1161e educational

opportunity than many had imagined possible at the outset.

We note, however, that much of this success took place during

4.ime (up'to Fall 1976) when tuition at CUNY was free for both

full- and part/ -time students. Financial aid was not paiticularly

an issue and students who were pressed financially could cut back:.

on their credits without incurring a dollar penalty. Since 1976

and the imposition of tuition, the picture has changed

dramatically. Eligibility for New York State's Tuition

Assistance Plan (TAP) is limited to full-time students, sharply'

reducing a student's options to move between heavief and lighter

course loads. Aid for part-time students is available from the

federfil Pell program .but is limited to those who are at the very

bottom of the income. scale. Though there is some serious talk in

the N&0/ York State legislature today about aid for -part7time

students, the current, financial aid regulations work as a

constraint on educational opportunity, limiting the ultimate life .

chances of those who--for whatever reason - -must attend college

part-time or intermittently. We expect that, if financial aid

policies were modified so as to align with the reAlitiee

presented in this study, graduation rates might climb and open

access to college and universities would come closer to

fulfilling its promise.
25
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NOTES

1These new analyses were made possible through the following
update procedure: For a large sample of the 1970 and 1971 cohort
populations (N=20, 182), matches were run against official CUNY
graduation files covering the years, 1975-1982. This provided
the most recent possible information on the graduation status
of the members of these cohorts. Of course, some students
undoubtedly transferred to colleges outside of CUNY and ulti-
mately graduated. It'has not been possible to include such
students in our graduation update. Nonetheless, the figures
presented in this study are the most complete available.

Because we are working with a sample of these population'S,
and the sample contains a slightly greater proportion of aca-
demically able students than does the total. population, our
estimates of graduation rates are probably somewhat higher than
for the populations they represent. Overall we estimate that
the sample rates exceed those in the population by about
5 percentage points. However, we have no reason to believe that
the proportions of graduates earning degrees 6-11 years after
entry are inflated. (For a detailed discussion of the quality
of the sample data, see Lavin, Alba, and Silberstein, 1981,
Appendix A.)

2Open admissions students are defined as follows: 'In the
senior colleges they are students with high school averages
(in college preparatory courses) of less than 80. Regular stu-
dents earned high school averages of 80 or higher.. In com-
munity colleges the open admissions category was composed of
students with high school averages of less than 75. Regular
students are those with averages of 75 or higher.

3These percentages are calculated from the data in table 1
in the following manner: The 11 year graduation rate was 'divided
into the five year rate for each category. Subtracting the result-
ing ratio from 100 gives the percentage of graclUates who took
more than 5 years to graduate.

4These ratios were calculated as follows: in a given year
the graduation rate for regular students was divided by the rate
for open admissions students. For example, after 5 years the
regular student rate was 53 percent and the open admissions rate
was 32 percent. The former is 1.7 times the latter.

5Students who began at a community, college and transferred
to a senior college before earning a community college degree
are not included in the base for calculating community college
graduation rates. Rather, they are included in the senior col-
lege base. Only the first degree earned at CUNY is included in
the calculations.

26
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